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Prof. E. Newman; Prof. J. Locke; Mr. N. 
Kaminaris. 


Prof. K. Raudsepp; Mr. S. Yee; Ms. C. Nero; Mr. A. Qureshi. 


Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order by Dr. Kenniff at 2:13 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


The Agenda, as presented, was approved. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 
of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the Secretary had been unable to complete the 
Minutes of the meeting of 9 October 1992 in time for approval at today's 
meeting, and that they would be put over for approval at the next meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. OSMAN, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 18 
SEPTEMBER 1992 BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Business Arising from the Minutes 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to a document concerning Section "B" 
of the APC resource implications form which had been circulated in 
response to a request at the last Senate meeting in connection with the 
proposed Joint Ph.D. Programme in Art History, and which was being 
tabled for information. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In his remark, Dr. Kenniff commented on the University's first Open 
House which would be held from 10:00 am to 4:00 pm, Saturday, 31 
October 1992, and which would take place principally in the J.W. 
McConnell Building. He advised that this even had been planned as part of 
a project aimed at getting all of the Montr6al universities to hold "open 
houses" within the context of the Montréal's 350th Anniversary 
Celebrations; that it had been scheduled originally for the month of 
September, but had been postponed because of the events of 24 August 
1992; and that it was hoped that this would be a regular annual event at 
Concordia. 


Items for Information 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the following reports on the 
activities of the various councils and Senate committees on the Agenda, and 
which were being tabled for information: Arts and Science Faculty Council 
(US-92-9-D2); Commerce and Administration Faculty Council 
(US-92-9-D3); Fine Arts Faculty Council (US-92-9-D14); Academic 
Programmes Committee (US-92-9-D4); Senate Research Committee 
(US-92-9-13); University Library Committee (US-92-9-D5). He also drew 
attention to document US-92-9-D11 which was listed under the Steering 
Committee and which, he advised, contained a letter addressed to members 
of Senate from the President of the GSA concerning the Joint Ph.D. 
Programme in Art History that had been approved by Senate at the last 
meeting. 


Reporting on what she described as the extremely successful Fall meeting of 
the Conseil des universités which was held at Concordia University in 
conjunction with a visit to the University on 22 and 23 October 1992, Dr. 
Sheinin commented on the high level of participation of faculty and 

students; and she expressed personal thanks and gratitude particularly to the 
students who had attended and had conveyed with good eloquence why 
people should attend Concordia University. She advised that she would 
submit the meeting agenda to the Secretary for inclusion in the Senate 
record, (Appendix 1). 


Dean Swamy that Dr. Rama Bhat, Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science, had been elected a Fellow of the American Society of Mechanical 
Engineering. 
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Question Period 


Responding to a question from Mr. Toone concerning Open House events 
scheduled to be held in the atrium of the J.W. McConnell Building on 31 
October 1992, and the noise factor associated with that, Dr. Kenniff advised 
that it was his understanding that following upon noise-factor revelations 
from atrium activities during the first week of the term, subsequent 
organizers of events have been particularly sensitive to the fact that the 
ground floor activities must take into consideration the requirements of the 
Library for quiet; and that it was his understanding that no loud bands, etc., 
would be associated with events scheduled to take place in the atrium 
tomorrow. 


In response to a question from Prof. Osman concerning an announced one 
million-dollar allocation to upgrade the engineering laboratories at 
Concordia University, Dr. Kenniff advised that this was a sum of $944,000 
for engineering equipment out of a total amount of about 10 million dollars 
for the entire Province; and that it was the same money associated with the 
5-year capital programme that the Minister had announced for McGill and 
Concordia in September 1992. It was also pointed out that the allocation 
was at the same rate as previously announced, out only for a 2-year period 
as opposed to a 5-year period. 


In responding to a question from Mr. Toone regarding which committees in 
the University students should direct enquiries about the impact of new 
graduate programmes on undergraduate studies, Dr. Sheinin advised that 
there had been a discussion with respect to this matter at the last meeting; 
that it was her impression that it had been decided collectively that it was 
going to be very important to develop an assessment of undergraduate 
programmes, how they could be improved for the future, and how to 
involve students in that process; that it was inherent in any review or 
development of a new programme that the totality of academic programmes 
offered by the department, Faculty or unit be looked at; and that with respect 
to the general question, it should go to the departmental curriculum 
committee, the Faculty curriculum Committee, the Academic Programme 
Committee, the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities, the 
Academic Services Committee and the University Library Committee. She 
further stated that in terms of the general issue, it was her sense of the 
discussion at the last Senate meeting that the request was that an attempt be 
made to have a day or a part of a day during which Senate would discuss 
the undergraduate programmes, how they were supported, how they 
intermeshed with the graduate programmes, and the possibility or lack of 
possibility of the negative impact on undergraduate programmes because of 
the introduction of new graduate programmes. 


Dr. Kenniff added that in his view, while the committees at the departmental 
and Faculty levels where ideas for new programmes germinate and take 
form were very important, the single location at the University level where 
concerns might be most effectively addressed and looked at in a systematic 
way would be the Academic Programmes Committee. 
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Responding to a concern raised by Prof. Waters with respect to what she 
described as the very serious Bookstore problem on the Loyola Campus 
where the operating space has been drastically reduced, Dr. Bertrand 
advised that at the moment another location on the Loyola Campus was 
being sought to cover the peak period for text book sales for new courses in 
the second term. At the same time, however, he explained that the 
Bookstore increased its space on the Sir George Williams Campus by the 
same amount as the reduction on the Loyola Campus; and that this was in 
conformity with Government norms and regulations which the University 
was not allowed to exceed. He stated again that various alternative solutions 
were being considered for the peak period, and that he was prepared to give 
further consideration to a suggestion that the Bookstore be located entirely 
on the Sir George Williams Campus. 


Dr. Kenniff pointed out that the Bookstore was non-admissible space, 1.e., 
it was not space for which the University received grants, but rather it was a 
self-financing operation, and that technically this meant that the University 
could use as much space as it wanted to as long as the operation paid for 
and supported itself. At the same time, he suggested that perhaps a report on 
the matter prepared by the Vice-Rector, Services, for the next meeting. 

Prof. Waters suggested that such a report should include direct input from 
the Bookstore on the nature of and solution to the problem. 


In response to a question from Mr. Parent as to whether priority would be 
given to resolving the problem of the deteriorating aesthetic situation in the 
Campus Centre and a suggestion that it be considered in the context of 
addressing the issue of the Loyola Campus Bookstore, Dr. Bertrand 
advised that he would be happy to receive a written submission on the 
matter, and which he would forward to the appropriate people for 
consideration. 


Responding to a question from Prof. Osman concerning the rationale and 
details with respect to the Interim Policy on Temporary Suspension which 
was mentioned in the current issue of Concordia's Thursday Report, Dr. 
Kenniff advised that the Interim Policy, which had been adopted by the 
Board of Governors on 21 October 1992, addressed the issue which was 

of' concern in academic units in the University about situations of 
disruption which arise involving faculty, staff or students, and where there 
was a perceived potential danger to individuals; that at the present time, 
policies existed with respect to faculty members that were governed by 
collective agreements, with respect to staff some of whom were governed 
by University policy and others by collective agreements, and policies with 
respect to students who were governed either by the Code of Conduct 
(Non-Academic) or the Sexual Harassment Policy, neither of which 
provided for any way in which the University could act to protect itself 
against an immediate danger to an individual; that a number of situations had 
arisen at Concordia since the month of September that have caused an 
enormous concern to members of faculty, staff and the administration, and 
with respect to which the University has been powerless to do anything; that 
the purpose of the Interim Policy was to provide for a procedure similar to 
that which was in effect at McGill and other Québec universities; that the 


Interim Policy eventually would be incorporated into a more global review 
of the Code of Conduct (Non-Academic) ; and that if the details have not 
been published already in Concordia's Thursday Report, the Policy soon 
would be circulated throughout the University. 


Responding to a follow-up question, Dr. Kenniff advised that the only 
person in the University who could suspend a student under the Interim 
Policy was the Rector, or in a specific case where the Rector has delegated 
that the only person who could suspend a student under the Interim Policy 
was the Rector, or in a specific case where the Rector has delegated that 
authority, the person to whom that authority was delegated, which was 
exactly the same as the existing rule in the Code of Conduct 
(Non-Academic) that the procedure requires that the person complaining and 
recommending suspension immediately must lodge a formal complaint 
under the Code of Conduct; that all of the delays in the Code are waived; 
that a hearing must be held within five days, at which time the Hearing 
Board decides either that there is cause for the complaint and maintains the 
suspension, and in which case the suspension continues until a regular 
hearing is held under the Code of Conduct; or that the suspension is not 
maintained, and the student returns to her or his regular programme, but that 
the complaint must still be dealt with and a hearing conducted according to 
the regular delays. 


Questions and issues which were raised and responded to, included a 
concern expressed that the Interim Policy would cause students to become 
more nervous and to feel more intimidated rather than creating an 
atmosphere where problems could be addressed; discrepancies in Policy 
details between what was printed in Concordia's Thursday Report and 
explanatory comments from the Chair; the necessity for tabling such 
documents at Senate rather than having to rely on Concordia's Thursday 
Report for policy details; the rationale for presenting such documents to the 
Board of Governors for adoption without prior submission to Councils and 
Senate; immediately following up the adoption of interim emergency 
procedures with a more widely-consultative approach in the preparation of 
the final policy and informing the community with respect to this; including 
" administrators" as one of the constituent groups to whom the policy was 
applicable; and publishing in advance the Agendas of the Board of 
Governors meetings. Comments were also made with respect to the 
importance of the fact that the issue of disruptive behaviour was being 
looked at seriously at Concordia; and the adoption of the Interim Policy 
being viewed as the initial step in a longer process that would look towards 
an office, and a map in terms of a process that could be followed vis-a-vis 
cases of disruptive behavior. 


With respect to a concern expressed that members of the academic 
community had not been given advance notice of the adoption of the Interim 
Policy, Dr. Kenniff advised that while it would not have been possible to 
delay implementation in this particular instance, it was his feeling that the 
Board of Governors, and the Supervisory Board of the Code of Conduct 
(Non-Academic), would be more than prepared to receive and consider any 
comments or suggested changes to the Policy, and that notwithstanding the 
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view that every matter in the University was an academic matter, the fact 
was that procedurally the Code of Conduct (Non-Academic) had never been 
considered by Senate, nor had there ever been a request to have it 
considered by Senate. He also advised that it had been his expectation that 
after the Interim Policy had been adopted by the Board of Governors last 
week it would have been sent to the appropriate organs of information in the 
University to be published in its entirety and that if that had not been done, 
he apologized on behalf of those who perhaps should have done it more 
quickly; that it was to have appeared in this week's issue of the Concordia's 
Thursday Report in its complete version; that he wished to apologize for the 
fact that it ought to have gone into general distribution to be sent out 
immediately to the entire University community, but it wasn't; and that that 
has now been done and the situation has been corrected. 


Commenting in support of and explaining the need for the Interim Policy on 
Disruptive Behaviour, Dean Ross referred to a current specific case, and 
detailed the consultative process involved in assessing the situation and 
which had determined the necessity of stationing a security guard in front of 
the Commerce and Administration offices on the 2nd floor of the G.M. 
Building. 


In further remarks, the feeling was expressed that the issues and concerns 
that had been voiced had not been raised with the intention of questioning 
the need for such a policy; but rather, that this kind of a policy would 
receive much more support, participation and identification if it was given 
advance notification and considered in the open. 


With respect to a memorandum to Mr. Qureshi concerning the apparent 
practice of the Graduate Students’ Association of nominating or appointing 
only male representatives to University bodies, a copy of which had been 
circulated to members of Senate at the beginning of the meeting, and in 
response to a question from Ms. Gilbert concerning that, Mr. Subramanya 
advised that GSA operations were its own business and not that of the 
CUSA; and that if female graduate students were not satisfied with the way 
in which the GSA worked, they were free to complain directly to the GSA. 


Graduate Programme Proposal 


M.A. in Applied Social Science 


With respect to this item, Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the related 
documents, which included these proposed M.A. Programme in Applied 
Social Science (US-92-9-D6), the budget annexes (US-92-9-D7), the APC 
report (US-92-9-D8), and an executive summary of the proposal 
(US-92-9-D12). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. SACCA, 
THAT THE M.A. PROGRAMME IN APPLIED SOCIAL SCIENCE AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-92-9-D6, BE APPROVED, AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, 
FOR FORWARDING TO CREPUQ. 


Speaking privileges were requested and granted to Dr. R. Cawiey and Dr. 
M. Taylor from the Department of Applied Social Science, and Philis 
Havercoft, Moishe Toludona and Jody Vinitsky, a current and former 
students respectively in Applied Social Science programmes. 


In his introductory remarks, Dean Kusy provided background information 
with respect to the review and vetting processes applicable to the 
development of the proposal. 


In his comments, Dr. Cawley expressed appreciation to his departmental 
colleagues for their hard work in developing the proposal, and particularly 
to Dr. James Gavin who was unable to be present at today's meeting, and 
Dr. Marilyn Taylor who had borne the major responsibility for putting the 
programme together. He also thanked Dr. Kenniff and Senate for allowing 
him to be present and to be able to speak during discussion on the proposal. 


In presenting and explaining an executive summary of the proposed 
Master's Programme in Applied Social Science (document US-92-9-D12)V 
Dr. Taylor emphasized its uniqueness, timeliness, and intended clientele; 
and provided information with respect to the rationale for the proposal and 
its relevance vis-a-vis the University's mission statement. 


During discussion, in attempting to assess the effects of implementation of 
the programme on undergraduate offerings, Mr. Parent raised questions 
with respect to the number of undergraduate courses currently being 
offered, the number of undergraduate students presently enrolled in the 
discipline, the number of students expected to enrol in the M.A. 
programme, and the effect of the intensive programme format on the 
undergraduate course time-table vis-a-vis faculty members who would be 
involved in the M.A. programme. 


In response to the above, it was pointed out that much of the statistical 
information requested was provided in document US-92-9-D6. In addition, 
Dean Kusy advised that the course requirements represented an incremental 
increase of 30 credits, that the three new faculty members represented an 
incremental increase of 36 credits, and that, in consequence, there would be 
a 6-credit spill-over towards the undergraduate programme. Senate was also 
advised that most of the intensive activity associated with the programme 
would occur either in the summer or at times when undergraduate courses 
were not being taught, i.e., on week-ends. 


Dr. Bertrand, Vice-Rector, Services, advised that the space requirements 
outlined on page 65, document US-92-9-D6, could not be met in the 
foreseeable future in the manner suggested in the proposal; and that for the 
next four years or so, the programme, if approved, would have to make do 
within the confines of the existing space situation. 


During continuing discussion, concerns were raised and responded to with 
respect to the proposed programme being open only to full-time students; 
and proposing what was referred to as a multi-disciplinary programme as a 
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Master's programme, which, it was felt, were usually discipline-oriented, 
rather than as a Diploma programme. 


With respect to the latter issue, Dr. Sheinin advised that she has been 
involved with perhaps four or five Master's programmes which were 
interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary in nature; and that a Master's 
programme was not defined by the particular discipline, but rather by the 
theoretical and practical approaches which go into its making, and the cycle 
of learning with which it was associated. 


Other issues raised and responded to included questions with respect to the 
anticipated shortage of space; the budget document; faculty credit-time, and 
work-load requirements at the graduate level; and possible provisions for 
accommodating students who were unable to handle a full-course load, 
particularly single students who had to support themselves, etc. 


A CALL TO PUT THE QUESTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED, (17 in favour; 6 opposed; 2 abstentions). 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (18 in 
favour; | opposed; 6 abstentions). 


Dean Kusy expressed appreciation to members of the Department of 
Applied Social Science for their work with respect to the Master's 
programme which had just been approved. He also extended an invitation to 
the undergraduate student Senators to meet with him and Prof. MacKay, 
Chair of APC, to discuss the issue of undergraduate and graduate 
complementarity vis-a-vis curriculum development. 


With respect to the above-mentioned invitation, Dr. Kenniff expressed the 
feeling that such a meeting should go a long way towards facilitating 
discussion of the issues not only at APC, but also when they reached the 
floor of Senate. In addition, he thanked the delegation from Applied Social 
Science for coming to today's Senate meeting, and complimented them on 
the work that they had done in bringing the proposal forward, which, once 
finally approved, would be another graduate programme in a Concordia 
department which previously did not have one. 


Scientific and Academic Integrity, and issues related thereto 


Dr. Kenniff explained that this item had been added to the Agenda at the 
request of a member of the Steering Committee in order to have a discussion 
in "Committee of the Whole” with respect to concerns which have been 
expressed in the University since the events of 24 August 1992. 


COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


Dr. Sheinin advised that at the present time Concordia has a minimal 
statement of policy with respect to procedures, policy, guidelines, etc., in 
matters of scientific integrity, academic integrity, conflict of interest, and 
any breach thereof; and that she intended to focus her remarks on the 


academic endeavour of the University. He explained that it has become 
important for Concordia to develop policies and procedures in this area; that 
over the past 5 to 10 years, the question of breach of scientific or academic 
integrity has become a matter of importance primarily in the scientific 
community; that two years ago the Medical Research Council of Canada 
developed a statement on "matters of scientific integrity, and breach thereof" 
which was disseminated throughout the Canadian university community 
inviting responses from the various universities, including Concordia; that 
the endeavour was taken up by the Senate Research Committee which 
developed a document which it forwarded to members of the University's 
legal team to look at and redraft; that over the past year, a number of 
allegations with respect to scientific and academic integrity, and breach 
thereof, have been disseminated from within the University via the 
electronic mail system; that elements relating to academic integrity and 
breach thereof in the classroom have also been disseminated; that about one 
year ago the Office of the Rector began to discuss the issue; and that, in 
summary, there now existed embryonic policies which have been developed 
to their current level of expertise by Me Bram Freedman, the University's 
Assistant Legal Counsel, who was in attendance at today's meeting. She 
further advised that when the matter was raised at the Steering Committee it 
was felt that because of the movement in society generally with respect to 
Concordia, that Senate, as the highest academic body in the University 
should somehow or other address the matter of scientific integrity, academic 
integrity and conflict of interest, and that the intent was that perhaps Senate 
should begin such a discussion today. Finally, she introduced Me Bram 
Freedman, Assistant Legal Counsel, to members of Senate. 


It was suggested that the matter be postponed to a subsequent meeting 
pending the availability of documentation to provide a necessary focus to the 
discussion. 


It was explained that during the Steering Committee discussion, the general 
tone was there was a concern in the University vis-a-vis the Fabrikant 
affair, that in particular Senate was responsible in some sense for 
consideration of the academic implications if there were any, that at some 
stage Senate should be given an opportunity to respond, to express its 
concerns, and to discuss the issues when they were clarified, and that 
Senate should not be bypassed in this whole procedure. It was also 
suggested that the various related documents including any documentation 
from NSERC, be wade available in order that the debate could be structured 
and that an informed discussion could take place. 


Dr. Kenniff suggested, and it was agreed, that the Steering Committee be 
asked to structure any subsequent discussion by ensuring that the relevant 
documents were forthcoming, and bring the matter back on the Senate 
Agenda as soon as the draft documents were available. 


Speaking in support of subsequent Senate discussion with respect to the 
issue of academic integrity, a member of Senate raised the spectre of 
students who, he suggested, run the gamut of stunned incredulity, disbelief, 
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rage, disgust and resignation in finding out that their work has been 
appropriated by their professors. 


REGULAR SESSION RESUMED 


Scheduling of Meetings of Senate and other academic bodies 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. BEAUDOIN, SECONDED BY MS. JENSEN, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE SCHEDULING OF 
MEETINGS DURING EXAMINATION PERIODS, AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-9-D9, BE APPROVED. 


In explaining and providing the rationale for the resolution, Ms. Beaudoin 
advised that during the official examination periods, students, who had no 
control over the timing of their examinations, were unable to fulfill their 
commitments vis-a-vis attendance at meetings of the various academic 
bodies on which they served. 


In respect to a concern expressed with respect to the possibility of having to 
change the dates of council meetings already scheduled in December, it was 
pointed out that what was being proposed was a recommendation to the 
councils and not an instruction. 


Responding to a concern expressed with respect to the application of the 
regulation vis-a-vis emergency meetings, etc., Dr. Kenniff stated that the 
resolution was addressed as addressed as a general rule to all meetings of 
Senate and its committees, and that he would expect that, in any case, where 
there was a prohibition against holding a meeting in certain circumstances, 
members of Senate would always be capable of waiving that prohibition in 
particular emergency situations. 


During continuing discussion, various suggestions which were made with 
respect to softening the regulation to permit emergency meetings included 
inserting the word "normally" into the resolution, changing the wording to 
read "no regular or special meetings except in emergency situations", 
adding "After consulting with undergraduate students and looking at their 
examination schedules, emergency meetings can be held", deleting reference 
to "committees", and changing the resolution to read, "Every effort should 
be made to avoid scheduling meetings during examination periods.", etc. 
However, it was also suggested that the best way in which to handle 
emergency situations would be to waive the regulation. 


In response to a suggestion that the Council of the School of Graduate 
Studies should be included in the resolution, the mover and seconder agreed 
that the wording of the second part of the resolution be changed to read 
"\.ALL FACULTY AND SCHOOL COUNCILS...". 


During continuing discussion, concerns were voiced with respect to the fact 
that the resolution as worded would unduly restrict or paralyse the 
operations of Senate, Faculty and School Councils, and their committees, 
for a two to three-week period each term, and particularly during the 


three-week period in April which was an extremely busy time for councils 
and their committees. 


With respect to an earlier suggestion that the resolution not apply to 
committees, it was argued that student representatives have committed 
themselves to serving on many committees; that students did not determine 
their examination schedules, but rather, they were forced to write exams in 
accordance with the published examination schedule; that it was unfair for 
students to have to miss committee meetings because of scheduled 
examinations; and that while the importance of continuing business was 
recognized, if there were no students there would not be any business. It 
was further argued that in terms of the Faculty and School Councils, and 
their committees, the resolution was in the form of a recommendation, and 
that discussions with respect to that should occur in councils, rather than at 
Senate; that students were unaware of their examination schedules at the 
beginning of the academic year; that when they choose the committees that 
they would like to sit on, they consider the question of their availability, but 
that they were unable to slot themselves into those committees in accordance 
with their availability vis-a-vis examinations; and that the resolution was 
simply asking the other members of the committees involved to consider the 
availability of the student members. 


Concerns were voiced to the effect that barring meetings during the entire 
examination period was too restrictive. It was also pointed out that the 
resolution could have serious implications for the Senate Appeals 
Committee which was required by other legislation to complete its work 
within a given time-frame. In addition, the feeling was expressed that it 
would be within the spirit of the resolution to interpret it in such a way as to 
be applicable only with respect to the examination schedules of the student 
members of the particular bodies and committees, thereby making it 
possible for meetings to be held during examination periods provided that 
student members were not writing examinations at the time of the meetings. 
It was suggested that a practical solution to the issue would be to adopt a 
general resolution to the effect that "committees must hold meetings at a time 
agreeable to all members", and with the understanding that members might 
waive their rights in particular situations and under appropriate alternate 
processes. 


In response to the above, it was suggested and agreed by the mover and 
seconder, THAT THE PHRASE ". DURING EXAMINATION PERIODS" 
IN BOTH PARAGRAPHS IN THE RESOLUTION BE DELETED AND 
REPLACED BY ". ..DURING TIMES WHEN STUDENT MEMBERS 
HAVE FINAL EXAMINATIONS." 


In response to a concern that the resolution would place undue 
responsibility on the particular body or committee to monitor the 
examination schedules of student members, whereas it was felt, that the 
onus should be on the student members to give advance notice of a conflict, 
it was pointed out that with respect to committees it would be very easy to 
check the examination schedules of the two or three student members 
involved; that with respect to Senate, the practice has been not to meet 
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during examination periods; and that in terms of the Faculty and School 
Councils, and their committees, the resolution was a recommendation which 
the councils themselves could deal with. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (14 in favour; 1 
opposed; 9 abstentions). 


Brief from GREPUQ to the National Assembly Commission on the Future 
of the Québec College System 


COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


In presenting and explaining the Brief from CREPUQ to the National 
Assembly Commission on the Future of the Québec College System, 
(document US-92-9-D10), Dr. Kenniff advised that it was felt that it was 
important that members of Senate be made aware of the presentation to be 
made with respect to the general issues that affect the interrelationship of the 
college and university systems, the problems, the areas that needed to be 
worked upon, etc.; that each university was free to submit its own brief or 
to make comments to the Commission which the Minister may consider vis- 
a-vis any reforms either to the structure or content of the programmes within 
the college system; and that the item was placed on the Agenda for 
discussion in order to receive some enlightenment as to whether there were 
some specific matters which members of Senate considered to be issues that 
should be pressed by Concordia, and which were either different from those 
raised by the Conference of Rectors or in addition to those. 


During discussion, concern was expressed with respect to the quantitative 
stream in terms of prerequisites for. students wishing to follow science 
programmes at university, particularly with respect to mathematical 
preparation. It was also suggested that consideration be given to the 
possibility of exempting from the DEC requirement the top 10% of the 
student population in the academic stream who were destined to enter 
university, thereby eliminating what was described as a very difficult 
transition wherein the students themselves feel that they were wasting two 
years before actually being able to encounter, in a meaningful way, 
professionals in the disciplines that they were interested in pursuing, 1.e., 
that the top 10% of the best students who had a clear idea as to where they 
were going be enabled to enter the university directly from high school or 
after 1 year of CEGEP, and thereby having an opportunity to have a 
legitimate 4-year university programme. 


Concerns were also expressed with respect to the specificity of the needs in 
anglophone and allophone institutions, and the need to reinforce rather than 
diminish core courses at the CEGEP level, particularly with respect to 
classics, humanities, English literature, etc.; and recognition of the 
inter-cultural and educational background of entering students and the need 
to foster academic excellence among that student population who might be 
lacking the particular educational skills that normally were stressed in 
schools in Québec, including writing skills, etc. 


92-9-25 


In response to a question concerning the possible imposition of tuition fees 
at the CEGEP level, which, it was argued, would disadvantage students in 
Québec and encourage them to consider by-passing CEGEP education or 
entering universities directly as mature students, Dr. Kenniff advised that 
the CEGEP system was established in the 1960's with the objective of 
providing a first level of post-secondary education that would be public and 
free; and that while it could be argued that since students attending Ist year 
university in Ontario, which was equivalent to 2nd year CEGEP in Québec, 
must pay tuition fees and that the same situation should apply to students in 
CEGEP, he would be tempted from an anglophone perspective to argue 
against such tuition fees on the grounds that the current situation represented 
a financial incentive for students to continue their studies in Québec. He also 
advised that CREPUQ did not have a formal position on the issue of tuition 
fees, and that it was his feeling that most members would support the idea 
that it remain a tuition-free level of education. 


During continuing discussion, support was voiced for the general arts 
education which was being provided vis-a-vis the curriculum at the CEGEP 
level, which it was argued, while perhaps creating frustration for those 
students who already had made up their minds with respect to their 
programmes of study at the university level, nonetheless provided an 
integrative approach to education for students in both educational facts, 1.e., 
academic and vocational, who were obliged to take courses from a wide 
spectrum of fields. Concern was also expressed with the problem of earlier 
identification of students destined for vocational education, which, it was 
suggested, was attributable to a failure at lower educational levels with 
respect to basic pedagogical skills in reading, writing, etc. It was also stated 
that one good aspect of the CEGEP system was that because of the 
curriculum requirements in humanities and social science, engineering 
students in the Province of Québec were graduating with a much broader 
education than students in any other province in Canada. It was also 
suggested that the CEGEP/university system should become more of a 
continuum, and that there should be more integration of the two levels of 
education, particularly in terms of course credit values, etc. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the remarks that had been made during the 
discussion had been focused and pertinent; and he suggested that while 
some of the comments were directly supportive of remarks in the CREPUQ 
Brief, an attempt should be made by the Vice-Rector, Academic and the 
Associate Vice-Rector, Academic (Curriculum and Planning) to encapsulate 
other relevant comments in a short letter to the Commission as a 
contribution from Concordia University. 


REGULAR SESSION RESUMED 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 pm, 
Friday, 4 December 1992 in the Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 


92-9-26 The meeting was adjourned at 5:25 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


